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Background

The Science Team was asked to provide input regarding Chapter 3 of the “Proposed Planning
Criteria and State Director Guidance”, 2/06 version, and to complete this review by March 17, if
possible. This report documents our review. The team focused its review on three questions:

1. Are the analytical questions sufficient to address the purpose and need?
2. Are the assumptions well founded and adequately disclosed?
3. Are the analytical approaches sufficient to answer the analytical question?

The report provides observations, questions and comments at three levels: primary themes and
observations, summary comments, and resource-specific comments. Within each resource
general comments precede detailed, page-referenced comments. The individual author of each
resource-speciifc comment is indicated by a two-letter abbreviation of the author’s first and last
names.

Caveats

The Science Team offers this input in good faith, and would like to limit interpretation of our
findings in several respects consistent with the organization of the Planning Criteria document.
First, this report is incomplete. Due to the limited expertise contained within the team we did not
review all sections of the planning criteria, nor thoroughly review all analytical assumptions
within the resource areas we did evaluate. We picked out the main points for areas where we
have expertise. Failure to comment on an analytical procedure does not necessarily indicate
support for the procedure described. Second, the level of detail in the descriptions of analytical
procedures varies greatly, and for some resources there was not enough detail to adequately
respond to the questions we were asked to address. And third, we did not conduct an editorial
review. Given these limitations, our review should not be viewed as any form of science
certification of these criteria. The role of the Science Team is to provide advice, not to define or
monitor achievement of analytical standards. Nevertheless, we feel our comments do highlight
areas the BLM could benefit from further thought and documentation, and hope the BLM finds
them useful.



















































that other buffer widths could be important. Some of the work that has been done on
microclimates could be helpful here? Buffer distances, both in terms of providing shade, as well
as other riparian and upslope benefits are important to water quality protection.

DD - Page 111 - The PC states " Forest treatments are assumed to fully meet effective shade and
water quality standards within primary and secondary shade zones along streams, lakes, and
wetlands when the following criteria are met:" My understanding of the intent of the "following
criteria” is to ensure attainment of temperature allocation, and cannot assume that other water
quality standards are met.

DD - Page 111 - Primary Shade Zone table

The PC states that the "table will be used to determine the width of the primary shade zone,
unless a shade model is used for site specific analysis". In order to clarify the intent of the
sentence, the following could be added to the sentence "... to delineate the primary shade zone
based on site specific information"

DD - It also begs the question about how different the primary shade zone distances will be when
and if the shade model is used. If this is a conservative distance then the rationale should be
given.

DD - 80% effective shade - A lot seems to be anchored to this number in terms of protecting
stream temperature, and a target of 80% shade provides a substantive amount of

shade. However, Figure C implies that smaller streams could have up to 0.5 F increase in
temperature over a 1 mile distance if nothing else other than solar radiation is influencing stream
temperature. It seems reasonable to scale the expectations of shade to some simple stream
specific components (order, discharge, channel dimensions, etc.). DEQ's TMDLs generally call
for site potential shade. The use of 80% shade target would be consistent if BLM ensures that on
both spatial and temporal scope of the management activities do not increase heat load or
temperature. Temperature is an important factor for the aquatic communities thus a one size fit
all approach should build-in conservative assumptions as a trade off for less vigorous site-
specific analysis and consider temporal and spatial cumulative effects.

Fire/fuels management

FS - p. 115+. Fire and fuels. Is there any link with FRCC program to characterize geographic
variation across the planning area, which can be used to help fit treatments to the land? FRCC is
mentioned under Analytical Question #2, but only in the context of assessing extent and
presumed effectiveness of treatments. Consolidate references. There is not mention of seeing
fire as an integral part of the ecosystem (some more so than others) and how that perspective
might influence suppression, selection of fuels treatments, and restoration considerations.

TS - More detail is needed on how fuel will be modeled
TS - The long lists of assumptions under all three questions really need supporting scientific
documentation and qualifications. For example, what is the evidence that the particular fuel

treatments that are mentioned can be effective? Or, how would you qualify the statement that
“hazardous fuels will continue to increase in unmanaged areas, given the wide range of
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environments that are dealt with?” Or, how will FRCC be scaled to the spatial units of this
analysis and be applied with the vegetation models? What is the evidence that large fuels
increase fire severity? How will tradeoffs between fuel levels and habitat needs be addressed?

TS - The statement that “Intensely burned vegetation does not necessarily correlate to high fire
severity” is true but it all depends on how you define severity. Severity is often defined as the
amount of vegetation killed. Severity can also be defined in terms of soil effects, but these are
harder to measure across large areas. Intensity is usually defined as energy release per unit
length of burn front. The discussion in this section seems to use intensity and severity as if they
were synonymous, they are not. It would help clarify the text if these terms were defined more
precisely at the beginning.
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